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 QUARTERLY PROGRESS REPORT 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Period Ending December 31, 2005 
 
Cooperative Agreement Number FAA010017
Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada 
 
Executive Summary 
• Messaging campaign proposal approved by the federal Land Managers. 
• Invitations sent to potential Community Steering Committee members. 
• Project Manager Doug Joslin appointed to new county-wide Southern Nevada 
Recycling Advisory Committee. 
• Four public service announcements produced by UNLV students.  
• Contract with the Nevada Division of Forestry (NDF) in progress for prison crew 
site clean-ups.  
• Plan for agency requests for additional dumpsters and/or roll-offs approved by 
team. 
 
Collaboration with Interagency Team 
 
The Interagency Anti-litter Team met three times during the past quarter on October 12, 
November 9, December 15, 2005 (see attached agendas and minutes).  The team 
continues to meet on a monthly basis and is providing direction on all four subtasks, as 
detailed below. 
 
Subtask 1: Strategic Planning and Project Management 
 
Community Steering Committee 
 
The interagency team has identified a group of community stakeholders, to whom a letter 
of invitation has been sent (see attached).  After participants have been confirmed, 
several meetings will be planned for Spring 2006.  The team is working on roles and 
responsibilities for the steering committee, and Project Manager Doug Joslin has 
prepared a tentative plan to help facilitate the process. 
 
Anti-Litter Research 
 
Project Manager Doug Joslin has researched several successful and award winning anti-
litter campaigns (see attached summary).  He provided the team with selected excerpts 
from this research for their review and follow-up.  While there is no program that is a 
parallel to the Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada task order, several key points 
will be used as baseline assumptions as the program moves forward. 
 
On October 12, 2005, Doug Joslin met with Linda Miller and Steve Berger, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  They met to tour different areas of the wildlife refuge and to discuss 
the problem litter and dumping areas in the refuge and surrounding areas.  Doug Joslin 
used this opportunity to gain a better understanding of the problem areas and how U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service staff enforce violations and promote prevention. 
 
On November 1, 2005, Doug Joslin went on a ride-along with Ranger Chris Allen, 
Bureau of Land Management, to identify problem areas and review that agency’s 
enforcement procedures.  
 
Recycling Research 
 
Doug Joslin has been selected to represent the interagency team on the Southern Nevada 
Recycling Advisory Committee.  The goal of this committee is to make recycling 
recommendations to policy makers in southern Nevada.  This committee will be a source 
of information and research for recycling opportunities that could be made available to 
the public lands.  The first meeting is scheduled for early 2006 and will be summarized in 
the next quarterly report. 
 
Subtask 2: Messaging Campaign 
 
Public Service Announcements 
 
Doug Joslin worked with UNLV-TV and UNLV undergraduate students to create four 
public service announcements for the program as part of a class assignment.  On 
December 15, 2005, the Anti-litter team reviewed the students’ work and agreed to 
pursue a media buy for one of the PSAs.  The team selected a representative to work with 
Doug Joslin and UNLV-TV to make the suggested edits, with an air date targeted for 
February 2006.  The team is working on thank you letters to the students and faculty who 
contributed to the effort. 
 
Messaging Campaign Strategic Plan 
 
The interagency Anti-litter team has met several times to consider campaign strategy.  
Doug Joslin and team lead Don Miller presented a proposal to the Federal Land 
Managers on October 27, 2005, which suggested the development of a universal 
message.  The federal managers approved the proposal, and the Anti-litter team will meet 
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in January 2006 with Aztec Communications.  As local marketing professionals 
contracted with the university, Aztec Communications will help guide the team through a 
process that will lead to the development of an overall marketing strategy. 
 
Subtask 3: Litter and Desert Dumping Clean-up 
 
The team has begun organizing and prioritizing selected clean-ups to be completed by the 
Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada program.  Team members have selected sites 
and a process is underway to divide these sites between volunteer events and alternative 
workforce events. 
 
Doug Joslin met with Jorge Gonzalez, Nevada Division of Forestry, on October 25, 2005. 
They drafted a contract that will allow the Anti-litter team to use the Nevada Division of 
Forestry Conservation Crews, which are comprised of minimum-security inmates from 
the state prison system.  The contract document is now at the NDF state office for final 
review and signature.  Mr. Gonzalez met with the interagency team on December 15, 
2005, to describe the logistical limitations and scope of work these crews can perform. 
The limitations include terrain considerations, distance from roads, firearm policies, and 
crew size.  This information will allow the team to more efficiently target specific sites 
that meet the requirements of the NDF crews.   
 
Additional Dumpsters, Trash Receptacles and Collection 
 
The team is currently working on a plan that will allow agency staff to access dumpsters 
and roll-offs on an as-needed basis.  The team has concluded that the addition of 
dumpsters on year-long contracts is less vital to litter prevention than the need presented 
by special events, long weekends, seasonal variability, etc.  The team favored creating a 
mechanism that allows federal staff to request additional dumpsters and/or roll-offs as a 
more direct means of eliminating litter on an ongoing basis. 
 
The team requested that the university develop a website that allows agency staff to 
conveniently make requests for dumpsters and trash receptacles, which will be reviewed 
by the Anti-litter team at regular intervals.  The team expressed concern about the fair 
and equitable use of dumpsters and roll-offs among all agencies.  The program will be 
carefully monitored in the early stages and adjustments will be made as needed to address 
these concerns.  The proposal will allow staff to identify areas of greatest need and meet 
those needs in a timely manner to prevent litter.  The website will also serve as a 
mechanism for researching needs on a regional and agency basis. 
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Subtask 4: Judicial System Analysis  
 
As part of the ongoing judicial analysis, on October 19, 2005, Doug Joslin and UNLV 
Research Assistant Allison Wirth met with Margaret Stanish, Assistant United States 
Attorney, District of Nevada, to discuss the judicial analysis subtask.  Ms. Stanish 
provided information regarding relevant legislation, regulations, and codes as they relate 
to litter and desert dumping, an assessment of current litter-related penalties (type, 
number imposed, consistency and effectiveness), identification of improvements that 
could be made to increase effectiveness of the system, and the development of a written 
protocol for the coordination with magistrate and associated record-keeping in regard to 
fines imposed and restitution collected. 
 
Doug and Allison also met with John Tesar, National Park Service, on October 21, 2005, 
to discuss National Park Service policies and regulations pertaining to litter and dumping 
enforcement.  On October 25, 2005, Doug and Allison observed proceedings in the 
Federal Court, taking note of the process used by the agencies to bring cases before the 
magistrate and adjudication of those cases.  The court date also served as an opportunity 
to discuss the process with Glen Anderson, Law Enforcement Specialist/Court Officer. 
 
It is clear from initial investigation that there is no uniformity among the federal agencies 
and the court system regarding the tracking of environmental crimes for littering and 
dumping.  Initial requests for data pertaining to fines and penalties assessed have varied 
widely among the agencies and the courts, as well as between different staff within the 
same agency.  Estimates of cases submitted for prosecution by the agencies do not match 
reports provided by the Central Violations Bureau (CVB).  This is due in large part to the 
absence of a comprehensive and unified database for tracking cases and penalties.  The 
lack of unified and comprehensive data will require much more research and validation 
efforts than originally anticipated. 
 
Use of Fines for Southern Nevada Efforts 
 
The task agreement calls for an assessment of whether fines collected can be used to help 
fund the overall anti-litter/desert dumping initiative.  If the intent of the task agreement 
was to investigate the ability to return Nevada fines and penalties to Nevada projects, 
preliminary research indicates that U.S. law prevents the use of fines and penalties for 
such a purpose. 
 
In 1984, Congress passed the Victims of Crime Act, creating a Crime Victims Fund as a 
separate account in the Treasury used to compensate crime victims (42 USC 10601(a)).  
The Act requires that all fines that are collected from persons convicted of offenses 
against the United States be deposited into the Fund (42 USC 10601(b) (1)).  Of the few 
exceptions listed in the Act, the offenses of littering and dumping are not listed (See 42 
USC 10601(b) (1) (A)-(B)).  All penalty assessments collected under 18 USC 3013 must 
also be deposited into the Crime Victims Fund.  Money in the fund is available for grants 
under various statutes applying generally to crime victims, as well as more specific grants 
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for such things as child abuse prevention and treatment and grants to victims of terrorism 
or mass violence (42 USC 10601(d)). 
 
The Victim of Crimes Act and associated laws and regulations require that fines for 
crimes committed against the United States be deposited into the Victim of Crimes Fund. 
There appears to be no legal way to reroute fines collected in Nevada for any other 
purpose.  However, the university and the Anti-litter team will continue to investigate 
various funding options that may be available, including restitution. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted by: 
 
 
 
________________________________   December 30, 2005   
Margaret N. Rees, Principal Investigator   Date 
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Meeting Agendas and Minutes 
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Wednesday, October 12, 2005 
9:00am Anti-Litter Team Meeting Minutes 
 USF&W Service Conference Room 
Meeting called by: Doug Joslin Type of meeting: Regular Monthly Meeting 
Facilitator: Doug Joslin Note taker: Doug Joslin 
Timekeeper: Doug Joslin   
Attendees: Talmadge Magno, Nancy Bernard, Linda Miller, Lisa Wilson, Robbie McAboy, Don Miller, Steve Berger, Allison Wirth 
 
Please read:  
Please bring:  
Minutes 
Agenda item: 
Review and approve draft vision, mission, and values 
statements. Last chance to comment before draft is 
removed from the title. (posted on GroveSite)
Presenter: Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
The team discussed the draft of the document and made two corrections. The first was to replace enormous with 
greater in the mission statement. The second was to remove “(the golden rule)” from the values statements. Their 
were no other corrections and the team approved the mission, values, and vision statements with the corrections. 
Conclusions: The team now has final mission, value, and vision statements 
 
Action items  Person responsible Deadline 
9 Make corrections as approved and post to GroveSite  Doug Joslin 10/14/05 
Agenda item: GroveSite follow-up. Does everyone have access and 
received training? 
Presenter: Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
Everyone discussed GroveSite and most were using it for team business. Those that still have problems are 
encouraged to contact Doug to eliminate any problems. All coordination is done through GroveSite per our previous 
instructions and its use is vital to coordination. 
Conclusions: None 
 
Action item: Person responsible Deadline 
9 None   
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Agenda item:  Introduction of Allison Wrenumber pages Presenter:  Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
Allison shared her early research regarding the CFR’s for littering and some of their strengths and weaknesses. The 
team provided information from the law enforcement perspective including the bail schedules and other enforcement 
tools. This task is a big project and Allison and Doug will be setting up times to meet with law enforcement people in 
the near future. 
Conclusions:  
 
Action items Person responsible Deadline 
9 Send bail schedules by e-mail, fax, or post on GroveSite all 10//05 
9    
9    
9    
Agenda item: Meeting Locations Presenter: Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
The team set the location for upcoming regular meetings. 
November 9th: NPS offices, Boulder City 
December 14th: USDA Forest Service conference room, interagency office 
January 11th: US Fish & Wildlife conference room, interagency office 
GroveSite will be updated with locations on each calendar entry 
Conclusions:  
 
Action items Person responsible Deadline 
9 Update GroveSite calendar with locations Doug Joslin 10/14/05 
9    
 
Agenda item: Review community based anti-litter advisory committee participants. Presenter: Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
Discussed the option of using a large group as the initial community advisory group. There was discussion about the 
best way to conduct such an undertaking and if a large community group was the intent of the task agreement or if 
smaller select representatives was the intent. The conversation made it clear that there is still some discussion that 
needs to take place to ensure a representative process. The process of creating a strategic plan is an involved one 
and we will all need to work together to ensure it represents all the agencies productively. Everyone is encouraged 
to consider how we want to run this process and what the desired outcome looks like for our next meeting 
Conclusions:  
 
Action items  Person responsible Deadline 
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9 Doug will be contacting everyone to discuss the strategic planning 
portion of the task agreement NA NA 
Agenda item: Program presentation for Take Pride in America Presenter: Doug Joslin 
Discussion:  
I tried to squeeze a little too much into our two hour meeting time. However, several ideas were discussed that are 
helpful in creating ideas for some upcoming initiatives. The biggest obstacles include the strategic planning 
committee, working together on a method to accomplish clean-ups with the IVP team, and defining expected 
outcomes. We discussed increasing the meeting time to make more time available during the monthly meeting. As 
the strategic plan must be a document that all four agencies utilize your input is invaluable to the process. I will have 
more finalized plans to discuss during future meetings. 
Conclusions:  
 
Action items  Person responsible Deadline 
9 Poll question for three hour meeting on GroveSite Doug Joslin 10/19/05 
9    
9    
9    
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 NOTE:  December minutes had not been finalized by report 
due date 
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Letter of Invitation for Community 
Based Steering Committee 
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I have the pleasure of being the Project Manager for the Take Pride in America in 
Southern Nevada conservation initiative.  Working with dedicated professionals from the 
four federal land management agencies, we are facing the challenge of eliminating illegal 
dumping and littering on our public lands.  Currently, we are working to create a 
messaging campaign to combat illegal dumping and littering, organizing clean-ups of 
litter and dump sites, and developing ways to increase enforcement.  Another project the 
Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada team is working toward is a strategic plan for 
litter and dumping prevention.  As with any organization, public or private, our success is 
directly correlated to the commitment of the public it serves. 
To this end, we are creating a community-based steering committee to encourage the 
exchange of ideas on litter and desert dumping on Southern Nevada’s public lands.  This 
committee will help the Federal agencies identify anti-litter and anti-dumping goals, 
provide suggestions on how to achieve those goals, and recommend ways to measure 
success.  As an organization with a commitment to our public lands, we invite you to 
participate in the Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada strategic planning process. 
Strategic planning is a method that helps an organization set goals and ensure that all 
members of the organization are focused on those goals.  Your participation is greatly 
valued because it will provide us with a unique and valued perspective upon which we 
can create an effective strategic plan for Southern Nevada.  We plan to schedule three 
meetings in the months ahead. 
If you are interested in serving as a member of the community-based steering committee, 
please complete the enclosed interest form and return it to the address indicated.  Take 
Pride in America in Southern Nevada will contact you in the near future with additional 
information.  To help facilitate the process and encourage the exchange of diverse 
opinions and ideas, we ask that no more than two representatives from any one 
organization serve on the steering committee. 
We appreciate your help as Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada works to reduce 
litter and illegal dumping on the public lands.  If you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me at 702-895-5149. 
Sincerely, 
 
Douglas S.  Joslin, Jr. 
Project Manager, Take Pride in America in Southern Nevada 
 21
 
 
 
 
  
 22
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Summary of Program Research 
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Washington State Department of Ecology 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/swfa2000.html
 
Washington State Department of Ecology commissioned several litter studies to evaluate 
littering attitudes and behaviors and other facts related to littering.  The study included 
focus groups and a state wide telephone survey, summarized below. 
 
The focus groups key findings: 
 
• The term “litter” carries with it many negative connotations.  Litter is considered 
something that is dirty, ugly, disgusting, gross and potentially dangerous.  Litter 
typically is thought of as including beverage containers, fast food wrappers, candy 
wrappers and cigarette butts.  Some of these participants mentioned that other 
items like tires, plastics, grass clippings and appliances also constitute litter. 
People who litter are thought to be lazy, careless, inconsiderate, disrespectful, and 
to lack social values and morals. 
 
• People have a difficult time admitting that they have recently littered.  They do 
not wish to view themselves as a part of the group that would engage in such a 
socially inappropriate behavior.  “Accidental” littering is considered far more 
acceptable than is deliberate littering. 
 
• There is confusion about what constitutes litter and littering.  Some people believe 
that biodegradable products constitute litter and others do not.  Some people do 
not think about cigarette butts as litter while others claim that it is a major source 
of litter.  Some people think that appliances in a vacant lot constitute litter, while 
others seem more likely to refer to this as “dumping.” 
 
• Public awareness is important, and enforcement of fines would be a good idea to 
curb littering behavior.  The respondents in this research pointed to two 
approaches that might be effective in reducing littering behavior.  Many seemed 
to believe that public awareness campaigns would be important in reminding the 
public that littering is not acceptable.  A few believed that the enforcement of 
fines for littering would be most effective in reducing littering behavior. 
 
• Powerful, graphic anti-littering messages are needed.  With regard to a public 
awareness campaign and the messages that might be sent, respondents reported 
that it was imperative that the messages be very powerful.  Most people agreed 
that the messages should be strong, they should clearly communicate that littering 
is not acceptable, they should graphically show what might happen if citizens did 
not take personal responsibility for proper trash disposal, and they should provide 
detailed information about the magnitude of the potential litter problem. 
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The telephone survey key findings: 
 
• Residents see litter as a problem facing the state of Washington, but it may not be 
on the top of the list of their concerns.  While 79% indicated it was important, 
only 38% of the respondents were willing to say that litter was a “very important” 
issue facing the state.  When asked if there was more, less, or the same amount of 
litter in the state as compared to three years ago, only about one-third of the 
respondents said “more.” 
 
• The act of littering was deliberate as opposed to accidental.  Three-fourths of the 
respondents (74%) said that most of the state’s litter was deliberate, 15% thought 
it was accidental and 11% thought it was both deliberate and accidental. 
Respondents tended to agree with the statements that portray littering as lazy or 
ignorant behaviors, such as people litter because “they don’t care,” “they think 
someone else will pick it up,” or “they don’t think their one piece of litter 
matters.”  Respondents were less inclined to agree with the statements that 
portrayed littering as accidental or unknowing behaviors such as “they don’t 
realize it.” 
 
• Residents typically thought driving was the primary activity responsible for litter, 
and they saw the most litter on roads, highways, and streets.  However, items that 
are vehicle-related, such as vehicle parts, tires, motor oil containers, or lawn 
debris (often associated with uncovered loads), were mentioned by no more than 
eight percent of the respondents.  Respondents typically saw litter associated with 
eating, drinking, and smoking.  Paper, aluminum cans, fast-food waste, and 
cigarettes were items frequently mentioned.  This suggests that respondents either 
associate litter with people deliberately throwing items out of their vehicles, or 
they do not consider vehicle-related litter to be “litter.” 
 
• Males and young adults appeared more likely to litter than females and middle-
aged to older individuals.  Respondents who attributed littering to a specific age 
group cited teens and young people (ages 13-24) as those responsible for littering. 
Teens and young adults were more likely to personally engage in littering, at least 
on a rare occasion, than older respondents did.  Young people were also less 
likely to pick up litter that either they or someone else dropped.  Males were more 
likely to litter than females under all the circumstances asked in this survey, but 
they did not differ in their willingness to pick litter up. 
 
• Placing more trashcans in public places would be an effective strategy for curbing 
littering behaviors.  Despite the fact that respondents thought driving was the 
primary source of litter and most litter was found on roadsides, they thought that 
having more trashcans available would help curb littering. 
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• Offering educational programs in schools and enforcing fines for littering would 
be effective strategies for curbing littering behaviors.  Survey respondents 
indicated it would be effective to communicate that litter is a critical issue by 
showing a graphic picture of what accumulation of litter over time would look 
like, or publicizing the environmental harm that litter can cause.  Respondents 
considered these messages as effective because they are a dramatic visualization 
of the litter problem.  Preventing people from littering would involve changing 
their behaviors, which is easier to do when people recognize the problem and 
understand the need for change.  Respondents supported both fines and 
community service for litterers. 
 
• Phone survey results were very similar to those obtained from the focus groups. 
Focus group and phone survey participants tended to agree that they generally see 
litter associated with eating, drinking, and smoking and that litterers are lazy and 
careless individuals.  Young adults in both these studies showed some tendencies 
to litter, at least on a rare occasion.  Both groups also thought that educational 
programs and enforcement of fines would be effective in reducing littering 
behaviors. 
 
 
Keep America Beautiful 
http://www.kab.org
 
Keep America Beautiful is the nation's largest nonprofit community improvement and 
educational organization, founded in 1953.  KAB has three areas of focus: litter 
prevention, beautification and community improvement, and waste reduction. KAB has 
made several key observations about littering. 
 
Who Litters 
 
• There is no such thing as a single "littering type."  People of all ages and social 
backgrounds have been observed littering.  Men and women, children, mature 
adults and all ages in between are equally likely to litter. 
 
Where does litter occur 
 
• Keep America Beautiful research and other sources identify locations that may 
become littered.  The locations fall into these categories: special event venues, 
roadways and highways, high traffic and everyday locations and transition points. 
 
Primary sources of litter 
• Pedestrians or cyclists who do not use receptacles.  
• Motorists who do not use car ashtrays or litterbags.  
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• Business dumpsters that are improperly covered.  
• Loading docks and commercial or recreational marinas with inadequate waste 
receptacles.  
• Construction and demolition sites without tarps and receptacles to contain debris 
and waste.  
• Trucks with uncovered loads on local roads and highways. 
• Household trash scattered before or during collection.  
Caring enough to not litter seems to be driven by 
• Knowledge and awareness  
• How much they care about the environment  
• Positive self-image  
• Attitudes to life (i.e., happy and content)  
• Sense of community and an empathy with the needs of others  
• Ease of disposal  
• Context they are in (16-24 year olds tend to litter more while in groups, but those 
older litter less in groups and more when alone)  
• Type of litter  
• If they can get away with it (either in terms of being observed or fined)  
Texas Litter Studies – Don’t Mess With Texas 
http://www.dontmesswithtexas.org
The State of Texas has conducted several studies of littering and littering behavior.  Some 
of the results from these studies are summarized below. 
• 52% of Texans either participated in, or condoned, littering behavior in the past 
three years.  That means that more than one half of all Texas residents reported 
involvement in littering behavior, or being tolerant of the littering behavior of 
their peers. 
 
• Using statistical models, factors were found that predict littering behavior, 
including (in order): 
 Age (24 and under) 
 Smoking cigarettes 
 Eating fast food at least two nights a week 
 Driving more than 50 miles a day 
 Going out to bars or other nighttime entertainment at least once a week 
 Being single (never married) 
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Overall, young people 24 and under are more likely to be litterers than are adults 
over 24.  In this age group, there is no significant difference between males and 
females or with ethnicity when it comes to littering small items. 
• To help reduce litter, Texans gave their opinions on the most effective messages 
they endorse for a public education campaign (1998): 
 Remind people littering is illegal and the fine is up to $500 for trashing Texas. 
The fine for dumping items over 15 pounds is up to $2,000. 
 Letting fast food and convenience stores and beer and cigarette companies use 
the "Don't Mess with Texas" slogan in their advertising. 
 Include litter prevention material in driver's education and license 
information. 
 Produce more ads with new people in them.  Texans believe using an altruistic 
approach, or a sense of social responsibility -- telling people "it's the right 
thing to do" -- would be the least effective message. 
• In 2001, 52 percent of Texans believed the Don’t Mess with Texas campaign 
stops people from littering, compared to 36 percent in 1998, an indication that a 
branded campaign has power to persuade. 
• The profile of a Hispanic litterer in Texas is similar, but not identical, to the 
profile of a litterer in general.  In both cases, age is the single most significant 
predictor of littering behavior. The typical Hispanic litterer in Texas is:  
 16-29 years old  
 a partier (goes to parties/bars more than twice a week) 
 male 
North Central Texas Council of Governments Targeted Illegal Dumper Study 
http://www.nctcog.org/envir/SEELT/SID/2001targeted_dumper_study_report.asp
This study was specifically targeted toward illegal dumping and creating profiles for 
those dumpers.  The profiles led to enforcement aids for law enforcement.  Some of the 
interesting conclusions of the study are summarized below. 
• The study in Northern Texas developed the following data through the use of 
surveys and direct observations. 
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 Florida State Litter and Dumping Studies 
http://www.litterinfo.org/
 
Florida has commissioned several studies.  Some of the conclusions found in these 
studies are summarized below.  
 
• The field surveys indicated that forested areas and public lands had the highest 
level of illegal dumping. 
 
• Jacksonville reported spending $3,324,600 annually on illegal dumping clean-up 
costs. 
 
• Illegal dumping can result when legal solid waste management services and 
disposal facilities are inconvenient and costly and when local government has 
limited authority to make those services mandatory. 
 
• The federal laws under which illegal dumping may be prosecuted include, but are 
not limited to the: 
 Refuge Administration Act 
 Clean Water Act 
 Endangered Species Act 
 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act 
 Occupational Safety and Health Act 
 Pollution Prevention Act 
 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
 Safe Drinking Water Act 
 Toxic Substance Control Act 
 
• Under Florida’s Litter Law (FS 403.413, Appendix A), it is illegal to dump litter, 
regardless of amount and method, unless authorized by law or permit.  The law 
designates the following three levels of violation. 
 
 Non-commercial dumping of less than 15 pounds or 27 cubic feet (one 
cubic yard):  The violator pays a civil fine of $50, and the court decides if 
the violator will pick up litter or perform another task based on the 
severity of the offense. 
 Non-commercial dumping between 15 pounds or 27 cubic feet and 500 
pounds or 100 cubic feet:  The violator is guilty of a first-degree 
misdemeanor and must pick up litter or perform another community-
service task.  If a motor vehicle is involved in the offense, 3 points will be 
assessed on the violator’s license. 
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 Dumping more than 500 pounds or 100 cubic feet, dumping any amount 
for commercial purposes, or dumping of hazardous wastes:  The violator is 
guilty of a third-degree felony, and the court may order the violator to: 
1. Remove litter or make it harmless. 
2. Repair or restore property damage or pay for the damages. 
3. Perform public service to remove litter or restore a littered area. 
A vehicle or other conveyance, container or machine used to dump 
the litter may be subject to forfeiture.  Civil court damages for 
felony dumping are threefold the actual damages or $200, 
whichever is greater, court costs and attorney’s fees. 
 
• The following chart was compiled from telephone interviews and surveys of 
people in the field (land managers, etc.) and Florida citizens.  It asked the 
respondents to recommend ways to reduce illegal dumping (note that Southern 
Nevada tipping fees are among the lowest in the nation.  The national average is 
$34.29/ton, while in Southern Nevada it is currently $14.00/ton) 
 
 
 
 
Las Vegas Facts and Figures 
http://www.lvcva.com/
 
The Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority tracks many important statistics about 
visitors and what they do while in Las Vegas.  These are important facts to note, as they 
indicate that Las Vegas public lands are a tourist destination and could be increasingly 
marketed as such in the future.  In its 2004 annual visitor survey, the LVCVA reported 
the following: 
 
• 37,388,781 people visited Las Vegas 
• Of these visitors to Las Vegas 
 11,590,522 visited Lake Mead 
 1,121,663 visited Valley of Fire 
 1,121,663 visited Mt. Charleston 
 
• In contrast, golf was played by only 747,776 of the visitors surveyed. 
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• Visitors that reported sightseeing while in Las Vegas spent $96.10 on sightseeing 
activities. 
 
• Among the top three reasons for those visitors who were not satisfied with their 
visit to Las Vegas was “not enough to do.” 
 
• 20,799,379 visitors (56%) reported gambling less than 2 hours per day while in 
Las Vegas.  This represents an incredible marketing opportunity for the public 
lands.  Revenue and visitorship could be increased by targeting these visitors with 
tours, archeological trips, organized activities (water skiing, snorkeling, day hikes, 
wildlife tours, mountaineering, rock climbing, etc.)   
 
Missouri No More Trash 
www.mdc.mo.gov/nomoretrash
 
No More Trash is a statewide anti-litter program in Missouri. Some of their findings are 
summarized below. 
 
  
Type of Litter Percentage 
Fast Food Waste (33%) 
Paper (29%) 
Aluminum (28%) 
Glass (6%) 
Plastic (2%) 
Other (2%) 
 
 
New South Wales Australia EPA  
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/home.htm
 
New South Wales EPA has conducted many studies and literature reviews on littering 
and littering behavior.  Some of their findings are summarized below. 
 
• Men and women are equally likely to litter 
• People under age 15 are least likely to litter 
• People under the age of 25 are most likely to litter when in a group, people over 
the age of 25 are most likely to litter when alone 
• People aged 15–24 have a slightly higher than average rate of littering than other 
adults Littering is influenced by social contexts, so for example, people may litter 
in some circumstances e.g. when unobserved, but not in public. 
• Research and literature reviews by NSW EPA show the following approaches 
produce a decrease in littering:  
 Legislation — broadening the options for litter fines combined with more 
effective enforcement  
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 Anti-littering signs and providing littering and recycling facilities  
 Community education encouraging people to take responsibility for 
preventing littering  
 Social marketing through mass media advertising  
 Funding community-based litter prevention programs  
 School education and parenting skills  
 
• The research on litter reduction points to the need to integrate a number of 
approaches to reduce litter:  
 
 Community involvement  
 Education  
 Fines  
 Infrastructure, such as signs, bins and recycling facilities  
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Agency Website for 
Trash Receptacle Requests 
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